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A STUDY OP THREE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS CONSTRUCTED 



FROM A SINGLE MODIFIABLE PLAN IN THE 
EDMONDS, WASHINGTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 

CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 

Background for the Study 

The question of how public funds can be better invested 
in school construction has been a concern of school boards, 
state legislators and taxpayers. The Edmonds School District 
with its rapid growth and school construction program involv- 
ing two or more new schools per year was no exception in this 
concern to build schools for less cost. The thought of using 
“stock plans” or “modifiable plans” has appeal since it sug- 
gests a possible savings in architectural services. Because 
of the pressures to pursue stock plans for school construction 
at the state and local levels, the Edmonds School Board 
approved two experimental projects with modifiable plans at 
the elementary and junior high levels. The purpose of the 
experimentation was to help determine whether a savings, if 
any, might result from the use of stock plans. 

The first attempt in this direction was the re-use of 
a junior high plan designed for the Ephrata School District. 
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The plans for the Edmonds school were bid as basic 
“A 11 and basic tt B. 11 Basic “A 11 conformed to the Ephrata 
documents, details, and materials as closely as pos- 
sible while still satisfying code regulations, and 
district requirements. The basic "B" design deviated 
from the Ephrata documents in the area of materials, 
structural, mechanical, electrical, etc., based on 
decisions by the architect in the best interests of 
economy and the assurance that the project could be 
built as bid.l 

Plan "B* 1 which was redesigned to meet codes, and effect 
the maximum economy based on bids, represented a savings to 
the Edmonds School District of $>116,050 over the modified 
Ephrata plan ’‘A. 11 It was later pointed out, however, that the 
contractor lost approximately $30,000 on the project. This 
experiment with modifiable school planning showed many of the 
problems involved, when attempting to adapt a single plan to 
geographic locations of great contrast. 

Experience gained in the junior high project undertaken 
by the Edmonds School District provided a good background for 
the second attempt at modifiable school planning on the elemen- 
tary level. The elementary school experiment in modifiable 
planning by the Edmonds School District is presented herein. 

The second project gave a different approach to the re-use of 
a single plan in that construction took place within the same 
locality. This suggested a reduction in many of the severe 




■^State Board of Education, ''A Summary of an Experiment 
Using a Modifiable School Plan, 1 * Experimental Research Report 
(Olympia, Washington: State Board of Education, "1963)7 P« 25. 
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problems caused by building codes, weather, and topography, 
experienced in the junior high project. This background paved 
the way for the following study. 

Purposes of the Study- 

One purpose of the study was to evaluate the modifiable 
plan used for the construction of three elementary schools in 
the Edmonds, Washington School District, The evaluation 
sought to answer such questions .as : Cl) were dollars saved 

through the multiple use of one building plan? (2) was "the 
^school program and progress in school construction limited? 
and (3) what were some of the inadequacies of the school build- 
ings constructed and how can they be corrected? Were these 
inadequacies a function of the plan? Another purpose was to 
assist the Edmonds school administration, board, and public in 
determining the feasibility of using this particular type of 
modifiable planning for schools. This purpose included such 
aspects as: (1) what type of building adapts best as a modi- 
fiable plan? (2) what type of building materials are most suit- 
able for a modifiable plan? (3) does a school building plan 
made up of units adapt better to repeated construction than a 
plan consisting only of one unit? (4) does the use of a modifi- 
able school plan perpetuate construction and planning problems? 
and (5) does the use of a modifiable plan insure a better bid 
price? The third purpose was to evaluate some of the advantages 
and disadvantages of the multiple use of one plan at the state 




level. Questions related to this purpose were: (1) could 

this be a factor in time saved? and (2) what were the effects 
of the building and planning process on creativity and new 
approaches to learning? The fourth purpose was to assist the 
state in determining the feasibility of encouraging this par- 
ticular type of modifiable school planning. 

Need for the Study 

Over the past several years, legislators have asked the 
question as to whether several basic modifiable school plans 
could be prepared at the state level and then be used by 
districts throughout the state at a consequent saving to the 

p 

district. Proponents say yes; opponents say no. “Modifiable 
Plan Bills* 1 were introduced in the Senate sessions in 1953, 
1955, 1957, 1959, and 1961. In 1959, Senate Bill No. 392 was 

3 

defeated on the Senate floor by a close vote. 

In June, 1959, the State Board of Education set up a 
controlled experiment to test the provisions set forth in 
Senate Bill No. 392. The experiment was to include one junior 
high project and one elementary project. The junior high 
project involved the Ephrata and Edmonds School Districts.^ 

^State Board of Education. “The Use of Modifiable or 
Stock Plans for School Buildings 6 (Olympia, Washington: State 
Board of Education, 1963), p. 2. (Mimeographed.) 

^State Board of Education, “A Summary of an Experiment 
Using a Modifiable School Plan,** Experimental Research Report 
(Olympia, Washington: State Board of Education, 1963) p. 1. 

^State Board of Education, op. cit . , p. 48. 
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Evidence from the study tended to indicate many 
shortcomings in modifiable school planning. Although some 
research has been done in the area of modifiable school plan- 
ning, it has been limited in terms of sampling, level, 
geography, and so forth. This study should contribute ad- 
ditional information to help substantiate or disprove data 
already established. 

Methods of Research and Sources of Data 

The historical method of research was the prime method 
used to conduct this study. This included: (1) a study of 

Forms B-5 to B-8 from the State Board of Education, (2) the 
examination of bid data and cost records of the entire proj- 
ect, (3) a study of the plans, change orders, and specifica- 
tions, and (4) publications and related literature in the 
field. Another method of research used, which assisted in the 
examinations and evaluations of data and records collected 
through the historical method, was the descriptive survey. 

The descriptive surv,,/ method included: (1) interviews and 

conferences with school officials, state officials, and the 
architect, and (2) questionnaires completed by school 
officials and .personnel, state officials, and the architect. 

The chief sources of data were the school building 
plans and specifications, Forms B-5 through B-8, and bid and 
cost data on file in the Edmonds School District and archi- 
tect’s offices. Other pertinent information was obtained 
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through many interviews , meetings, and conferences with 
school administrators, state officials, and the architect. 

Limitations of the Study 

The study was limited in many ways. It covered only 
one type of stock planning, and was limited to the short- 
comings and restrictions of the plan used. The plan used was 
based on the Edmonds School District philosophy of elementary 
education and included twenty basic classrooms. The study was 
also limited to the Edmonds geographic location, and the adap- 
tation of construction and materials suited to western Wash- 
ington climate. The varying conditions applying only to one 
site such as drainage, elevation, and limited access were 
limitations. Other limitations were state and local building 
codes and regulations, and financing within the state ceiling. 

Definition of Terms 

Educational consultant . The educational consultant is 
a key person in many school plant studies.^ He supplies the 
expertness which is required in any cooperative study of 
planning for a school building which will adequately accomo- 
date the school program required in any given community. The 
consultant is an expert on the various facets of the school 

John H. Herrick and others. From School P rogram to 
School Plant (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1956 ) , p. 149. 
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program and should be qualified to assist the school board, 
superintendent, teachers, and school planning committees in 
determining the requirements of the school program to be 
housed# He should have a knowledge of instructional prac- 
tices and procedures, and an understanding of public and 
school administration# He should have a knowledge of school 
buildings; he must know what kinds of facilities are effec- 
tive in fostering various phases of the school program and 
must be familiar with construction methods and materials# 
Since the educational consultant is an educator, state 
departments of education and the education departments or 
schools of colleges and universities are likely places to 
secure educational consultant services# Some larger school 
districts have educational consultants on their staff# 

Educational planning # Educational planning encom- 
passes all planning activities, both before and during the 
architectural work, which are necessary to determine the 
number and general character of the facilities within the 
completed building and on the site, Insofar as they have a 
bearing on the successful functioning of the desired school 
program and the efficient operation of the physical plant#® 
Since the major focus in educational planning is on the 
school program, it follows that educational planning is an 
aspect of school administration rather than a branch of 

6 Ibid ., pp. 104-5. 
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architecture* Thus, members of the educational planning 
staff should be essentially educators by preparation and 
experience* Educational planning is distinctly different 
from the school-plant survey* The survey is a study designed 
to develop a comprehensive building program for a school 
district over a period of years* The details concerning a 
specific building project following the survey encompass the 
educational planning phase of school building. 

Architectural service * Architectural service is rend- 
ered through the selected architect who has the responsibility 
of planning the school and handling the technical, adminis- 
trative, and financial problems involved in its construction* 

He coordinates the services of all engineers and technicians 
involved in the design of the school and directs the construc- 
tion of the building by contractors* He accepts the specifi- 
cations handed down by the planners of the building, makes 
suggestions to help them in keeping their work on a practical 
level, designs a building which will house the school program 
specified* 

Stock plan * The stock plan idea is somewhat contro- 
versial at the present time* It is appealing to the typical 
taxpayer, as it suggests a substantial saving by eliminating 
the cost of architectural services* 7 Some evidence indicates 

7 Amerlcan Association of School Administrators, Planning 
America* 8 School Buildings (Washington, D* C*: American 
Association of School Administrators, 1960), p« 139* 




